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Arriba Juntos. As a Project Manager for the 
Model Cities program, he implemented an em-
ployment training program and directed other 
social services programs. 

After a brief stint as Associate Director of 
the Mission Neighborhood Health Center, he 
joined the U.S. Department of the Interior as 
an Area Director. In this capacity, he founded 
and led an employment training program in 
the Western U.S. that became nationally 
known and emulated for its effectiveness. 

In 1980, he began working for the University 
of California, San Francisco. First in the Office 
of the Public Programs, then in the 
Chancellor’s Cultural Diversity Task Force, 
and then in the Office of the Vice Chancellor, 
David spent twelve years with U.C.S.F. While 
there, he raised support for their health pro-
grams and represented U.C.S.F. in the health 
care community; he helped to design and im-
plement U.C.S.F.’s plan to achieve full diver-
sity on campus; and he secured corporate and 
foundation support for many projects, including 
a joint gerontological research project with 
Mount Zion Medical Center, a pediatric crack 
cocaine project, a campus capital improve-
ment project, and the 1990 International Con-
ference on AIDS. 

After leaving U.C.S.F., he spent four years 
as the Executive Director of the Hearing Soci-
ety for the Bay Area before becoming the Ex-
ecutive Director of Arriba Juntos. At Arriba 
Juntos he has presided over a time of great 
transition as the agency has adapted to re-
spond to the nation’s welfare reform effort. 
Where many have been content to reduce the 
welfare rolls, David has fought to ensure 
meaningful employment for those losing bene-
fits. He has been concerned not with saving 
money but with saving lives. David’s concern 
for those around him and his emphasis on 
helping people better their own lives have 
earned him the respect and appreciation of 
the community. 

It has been my distinct pleasure to know 
and to work with David Bracker. He is a caring 
and able man whose many talents will be 
missed at Arriba Juntos. I know, however, that 
he will continue to serve our community in 
new and creative ways. 

I join Arriba Juntos in thanking David for his 
time there as Executive Director, and wish 
him, his wife Kathy, and his daughter Megan 
all the best in their future pursuits.
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ECONOMIC GROWTH AND TAX 
RELIEF ACT OF 2001

SPEECH OF 

HON. CHET EDWARDS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 8, 2001

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppo-
sition to H.R. 3, because I believe the product 
is fiscally irresponsible and the process rushed 
to the point where we are voting on 10-year 
tax cuts before we even have a 1-year budget 
in place. Congress is now making budget and 
tax decisions that will directly affect our fami-
lies and our nation for the next 10 years and 
beyond. It is crucial that we make informed, 
fiscally responsible decisions on the budget 

and taxes, because the choices we make 
today could lock in our national priorities for 
the future. 

I will support fiscally responsible tax cuts 
this year including reducing the estate tax and 
the marriage penalty as well as expanding 
child tax credits. I believe we must also fulfill 
the moral obligation we have to our children to 
reduce our $5.7 trillion national debt and a re-
sponsibility to protect Social Security and 
Medicare for our seniors. The question is not 
whether Congress will pass a tax cut this 
year—we will. The question is how large is the 
tax cut and will it be fiscally responsible and 
fair to all families, including middle and low-in-
come working families? 

These are difficult questions that must be 
answered satisfactorily before tax cuts are ap-
proved. Perhaps if these questions were 
asked and answered back in the 1980s, our 
country could have avoided the huge budget 
deficits that contributed to the $5.7 trillion na-
tional debt. 

In 1981, President Reagan and Republicans 
and Democrats in Congress passed a huge 
tax cut into law. They predicted the then $55 
billion a year deficits would become a surplus 
in 1984, 3 years later. What actually happened 
is that instead of having a surplus in 1984, the 
federal deficit exploded to $185 billion. 

As a consequence of that tax cut, the na-
tional debt tripled in the 1980s—and now 
stands at $5.7 trillion. Last year Americans 
paid $223 billion in taxes, just to pay the inter-
est on the national debt. On average, that 
would approximately be $800 in taxes for 
every man, woman and child in America. 

Marvin Leath, my predecessor, said that the 
1981 tax vote was his ‘‘worst vote’’ in 12 years 
of Congress. In 1990, President George Bush 
chose to reverse his previous pledge to op-
pose new taxes. Why? By 1990, the federal 
deficit had skyrocketed to $220 billion each 
year, with no end in sight. 

President Bush, Republicans, and Demo-
crats passed a tax increase in 1990 and it 
cost President Bush dearly, but not as much 
as the budget deficit would cost average 
Americans. By 1993, projections were that 
deficits would further explode to over $300 

Those lower interest rates made it cheaper 
to buy a house or car or build a business. 
That, plus the new high tech economy that in-
creased productivity of American workers, re-
sulted in the longest sustained economic 
growth period in American history. 

And, after 29 straight years of deficits, in 
1997, we had the first balanced budget since 
Neil Armstrong set foot on the moon in 1969. 
So, we spent the 1990s stopping the deficit 
binge of the 1980s, but where does that leave 
us now? 

The Congressional Budget Office and other 
government economists predict we will have a 
$5.6 trillion federal surplus over the next 10 
years. (FY 02–FY 11). The promise of surplus 
has led President George W. Bush to propose 
a 10-year, $2.4 trillion tax cut. But do we really 
have the money needed to provide this tax 
cut, pay down the debt and protect Social Se-
curity and Medicare? Before we take the step 
of spending a surplus we may not have, let 
me ask you two questions. One, is there any-
one in this chamber that would bet his or her 
family’s entire net worth on the belief that a 

federal government economist’s 10-year pro-
jections on the American economy will be 100 
percent correct? Two, just how real is the $5.6 
trillion surplus projected by 2011? 

The projected surplus is $2.2 billion once 
you subtract the $3.4 trillion held in the Social 
Security, Medicare, and other trust funds that 
Congress has pledged not to touch. The pro-
posed tax plan costs $2.4 trillion once you add 
the additional interest costs, tax break exten-
sions, and the retroactive tax cuts. Over 10 
years the country will be looking at a $200 bil-
lion budget deficit and that’s before other pri-
orities are paid for. The tax cut plan assumes 
an overly optimistic 3 percent annual eco-
nomic growth rate over the next 10 years. If 
the growth rate is off by just 4/10 of 1 percent, 
then the surplus will be reduced by $1 trillion 
over 10 years. From 1974 to 1995 the econ-
omy grew an average of only 1.5 percent an-
nually—half the rate assumed in the tax cut 
plan. 

What if we proceed and cut taxes at this 
level and the economists are wrong? First, 
we’ll see a return to budget deficits and inter-
est rates will go up making it more expensive 
for families to make large purchases such as 
buying a home or starting a business. A larger 
national debt means more taxes to pay inter-
est on the debt and less money to provide for 
priorities such as national defense and vet-
erans, education, prescription drugs and pro-
tection Social Security and Medicare. Finally, 
the true cost of these tax cuts hits just as 
baby boomers are retiring and the Social Se-
curity and Medicare trust funds are running at 
a deficit. 

We have more options than the House lead-
ership would have us believe. The first option 
is the one we are looking at now: passing a 
$2.4 trillion, 10-year tax cut and hoping the 
rosy economic forecasts are correct and that 
spending cuts can be made. 

The second option is to pass a smaller tax 
cut now, make spending cuts and then see if 
the surplus is real. Once the surplus is guar-
anteed, then it will be time to pass more tax 
cuts. 

I will be guided by several principles on the 
tax cut question. I will do what I believe is 
right, not just politically popular at the moment. 
I will listen to the citizens of Central Texas be-
fore making a final decision. I will try to look 
at the numbers honestly—without the hype 
and false promises. 

I will support fiscally responsible tax cuts 
this year, but we also have a moral obligation 
to our children to reduce our $5.7 trillion na-
tional debt and a responsibility to protect So-
cial Security and Medicare for our seniors.

f 

FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR FAITH 
BASED ORGANIZATIONS 

HON. ZOE LOFGREN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 15, 2001

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
commend to my colleagues the following arti-
cles by Joan Ryan of the San Francisco 
Chronicle and Patty Fisher of the San Jose 
Mercury News. I found these articles to be 
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thoughtful examinations of the complex ques-
tion of federal support for faith-based groups.

[From the San Francisco Chronicle] 
WITH A HAND ON THE BIBLE 

(By Joan Ryan) 
Even as a Christian I felt uneasy when 

George W. Bush said during his campaign 
that Jesus was the most influential philoso-
pher on his political beliefs. 

The feeling returned during Bush’s inau-
guration when he again wandered, either 
carelessly or purposefully, into the dan-
gerous ground between church and state. 

Inaugurations traditionally mention God 
in the context of a higher power recognized 
by most of the world’s religions. But Bush’s 
hand-picked pastors mentioned Jesus in both 
the invocation and prayer. one pastor punc-
tuated the point with the unequivocal proc-
lamation, ‘‘Jesus the Christ (is) the name 
that’s above all other names.’’

Now comes news that Bush wants to dis-
burse billions in public funds to religious 
groups that provide social services. The 
groups would compete for the money, and 
Bush’s new ‘‘Office of Faith-Based and Com-
munity-Based Initiatives’’ would choose the 
recipients. All religions would be eligible, 
Bush said. 

Everyone who believes that certain reli-
gious groups will be getting significantly 
more of this money than others, say, 
‘‘Amen.’’

Bush has already shown that he won’t fund 
groups that don’t adhere to his particular set 
of moral beliefs. In his first full workday as 
president, he announced he was yanking 
funds to overseas organizations that use 
their own money to provide abortions or 
abortion counseling. These organizations 
were not breaking the laws of their countries 
or of ours. Bush’s decision was based solely 
on his own 

And Bush’s call for a review of the FDA’s 
approval of the abortion pill, RU–486, was not 
based on science or health but, again, his 
own brand of morality. 

This is the problem with blurring the line 
between church and state, as Bush is doing. 
We begin to create a de facto national reli-
gion based on the values of those in power. 
These values might be perfectly respectable 
ones. They might even have the power to 
transform lives, as Bush’s religious program 
in a Texas prison has. (Compared to non-par-
ticipating inmates, inmates in the two-year 
indoctrination in biblical teachings and 
Christian behavior have shown a drastically 
lower recidivism rate once released from 
prison.) 

It’s difficult to argue that the world 
wouldn’t be a better place if everyone ad-
hered to so-called Christian values. 

But who should interpret how those values 
will be applied to public policy? Ralph Reed? 
Jesse Jackson? The pope? All adhere to the 
same Bible, but each man’s vision of govern-
ment based on the book’s teachings would be 
vastly different—and would feel like a tyr-
anny to those who disagreed. 

The infusion of religion into government is 
at the very heart of the revolution that cre-
ated America. The colonists rebelled not 
only against the Church of England but also 
against the Puritanism and Calvinism that 
forced the citizenry to conform to particular 
religious views of face the government’s 
wrath. 

What Bush risks doing is establishing the 
legitimacy of one religion over all others, 
and this is just what our founding fathers 
didn’t want. Yet there hasn’t been much of 
an outcry. Perhaps people figure it’s better 

to have a president who thinks he’s the na-
tional deacon than one who thought he was 
the national Don Juan. 

All would agree that the president should 
be guided by high morals. And one would 
hope that, if he is deeply religious, he could 
harness the power of his faith for the public 
good. But when Bush laid his hand on the 
Bible two Sundays ago, he didn’t promise to 
uphold the teachings of Jesus. 

He promised to uphold the Constitution of 
the United States. 

[From the San Jose (CA) Mercury News, Jan. 
28, 2001] 

GOD AND GEORGE W. BUSH COULD FACE A 
FIGHT, EVEN WITH CHRISTIANS, IF HE TRIES 
TO MAKE RELIGION MORE PUBLIC 

(By Patty Fisher) 
I can think of only one topic that is con-

troversial even though almost all Americans 
agree on it. 

God. 
Of course, when it comes to God, about the 

only thing we agree on is that God exists. 
And even proclaiming that publicly makes 
us nervous. 

By many measures, the United States is 
one of the most religious countries in the 
world. Not only do 94 percent of those sur-
veyed in a recent Harris poll believe in God, 
but 89 percent also believe in heaven. The 
country is also overwhelmingly Christian, 
with 81 percent describing themselves as 
Christians and even a greater number—86 
percent—professing belief in the resurrection 
of Christ. 

A separate poll taken after the election by 
Public Agenda, a non-partisan organization, 
found that 70 percent of Americans want re-
ligion to be more influential in society. Con-
cerned about the moral decline in this coun-
try, 69 percent of those surveyed said reli-
gion is the key to strengthening family val-
ues and improving moral behavior. 

With those numbers, George W. Bush 
might expect little opposition to his efforts 
to expand the presence of religion in 

And yet, I suspect Bush is going to encoun-
ter stiff opposition to any attempt to make 
religion more public during his presidency. 
Not only from Jews, Muslims, Buddhists, 
atheists and agnostics, but from Christians 
as well. 

I was raised a United Methodist and get to 
church almost every Sunday. But as I 
watched a Methodist minister give the bene-
diction at the inauguration, calling on all 
who believe in Jesus to say ‘‘Amen,’’ I 
cringed. My 11-year-old daughter, who was 
watching with me, put my thoughts into 
words. 

‘‘What about the Jews who are watching?’’ 
she said. ‘‘What about all the people who 
don’t believe in Jesus? What are they sup-
posed to do?’’ 

A lot of them wrote letters of outrage to 
newspapers. 

One letter writer, Roy Gordon of San Jose, 
is Jewish and grew up in England. He is dis-
turbed by what seems to be a trend away 
from the ecumenism that has made him feel 
comfortable in this country. 

‘‘I respect President Bush’s religious be-
liefs and expect that they make him a better 
person and president, but they are not mine 
nor are they those of a very large number of 
other Americans,’’ he wrote. ‘‘This occasion 
was for the whole nation, but I felt left out 
at the end.’’ 

Gordon went on to say: ‘‘Respecting diver-
sity does not end with a few Cabinet secre-
taries; it is an inclusive attitude that has to 
affect every aspect of our relationships with 
each other.’’ 

Activist attorney Alan Dershowitz put it 
more bluntly in the Los Angeles Times: 

‘‘The plain message conveyed by the new 
administration is that Bush’s America is a 
Christian nation, and that non-Christians 
are welcome into the tent so long as they 
agree to accept their status as a tolerated 
minority rather than as fully equally citi-
zens.’’ 

I doubt that Bush intended to offend non-
Christians at the inauguration. In his 
speech, he made a point of mentioning syna-
gogues and mosques. But he appears not to 
understand an important piece of Americans’ 
complex attitude toward religion, which is: 
Just do it—and please don’t talk about it. 

A majority of Americans think children 
should be raised with a religious faith and 
want politicians to be religious, according to 
the Public Agenda poll. But they really don’t 
think it’s OK to discuss religion at work or 
at parties. A majority would support a mo-
ment of silence in public schools, but not a 
spoken prayer. More than 60 percent agree 
that ‘‘deeply religious people are being in-
considerate if they always bring up religion 
when they deal with other people.’’ And 
nearly three-quarters of those polled said 
that politicians who talk about their reli-
gious faith are ‘‘just saying what they think 
people want to hear.’’ 

When Bush talked on the campaign trail 
about how his faith helped him stop drink-
ing, I suspect he was not merely being a fish-
er of votes. People whose lives are changed 
by faith like to talk about it. Alcoholics 
Anonymous began in the Methodist Church. 

But now that he is the president, he must 
be careful not to push his faith on others. He 
must not make the mistake of thinking that 
there is such a thing as the ‘‘religious’’ posi-
tion on an issue. Just because I call myself 
a Christian doesn’t mean I agree with Bush 
on abortion or the death penalty. 

One reason religion is so much stronger in 
the United States than in Europe, I suspect, 
is our tradition of religious tolerance and 
separation of church and state. As long as 
the state is not forcing a particular religious 
view, faith flourishes. 

The president needs to remember that 
while 94 percent of Americans believe in God, 
fewer than half voted for George W. Bush. 
Americans will support his efforts to bring 
morality back into public life, as long as he 
doesn’t think he has God on his side.
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A TRIBUTE TO ROGER LIPELT 
UPON HIS INDUCTION INTO THE 
MINNESOTA HIGH SCHOOL FOOT-
BALL COACHES HALL OF FAME 

HON. JIM RAMSTAD 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 15, 2001

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, Roger Lipelt is 
a teacher and coach who has had a positive 
influence on generations of Minnesotans, 
teaching young people the values of hard 
work, character, leadership and integrity while 
working toward a common goal. 

Mr. Speaker, Roger Lipelt of Wayzata, Min-
nesota, one of my very best friends, will be in-
ducted into the Minnesota High School Foot-
ball Coaches Association’s ‘‘Hall of Fame’’ on 
Friday, March 16. 

Roger was the highly successful head foot-
ball coach at Wayzata High School for 22 sea-
sons before retiring in 1998. But if you asked 
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